&

E-}Jli VI IFN PR P 5.5 LN Rk o5 B b et ot S
+

Research Note 85-16

e
AP

- , TACTICAL ENGAGEMENT SIMULATION TRAINING:
i ONE STATION UNIT TRAINING

Thomas J. Thompson

ARI Field Unit at Fort Benning, Georgia o
Seward Smith, Chief o

! . :..'.-. ‘e " g
X B U N R

&

>
[
A

~
»
L4
A

Training Research Laboratory
Harold F. O'Neil, Jr., Director

-
o
"h

AD-A162 956

.

A% Y 2r'r %

-
.

i
NN
A

L
5 )

e
‘ll'

-
4 '
e
o
p'
M

A
o)
s
X L'_'j [ )
. = alry
: .3
=

Uu. S. Army

Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences

February 1985

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.



Z @
e

THIS DOCUMENT IS BEST
QUALITY AVAILABLE. THE COPY
FURNISHED TO DTIC CONTAINED
A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF
PAGES WHICH DO NOT
REPRODUCE LEGIBLY.



AT AL T LR M TP PR PNt R kA% Sl T A TIRIE S0 mhE s o i At ia i M
NIy

iy A A e ey

& T S . 3 SO T
%t N ok i Kl TR T Y
P PR LS e B L T e e S T

2ud
"5‘

)
';'1 rl 1\'

v e e <
v '.. v b el .v' P
8% 'y - ’(t STV e

DISCLAIMER NOTICE

Tl A i e e

N X
‘Y
[ v

o e

0, -5

THIS DOCUMENT IS BEST QUALITY
PRACTICABLE. THE COPY FURNISHED
TO DTIC CONTAINED A SIGNIFICANT
NUMBER OF PAGES WHICH DO NOT
REPRODUCE LEGIBLY.

- .y - e -~
v M AT AN M gadn P
g SEeH LNt PRI
’, HE MR R R o 370’0 s ',
‘e v fof Al Y et fe B,
. mEs 9 1 v 8 s ¢ @ ,"n 'l " 'l‘ F
v’ SN RIS IR LN TR

o R
AL

S IR

- B S




o CHAERRAN LT V™ A R AT R T DD RS
-

U. S. ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUTE
FOR THE BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

A Field Operating Agency under the Jurisdiction of the

Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel

L. NEALE COSBY
EDGAR M. JOHNSON Colonel, IN
Technical Dircctor Commander

Accession For

NTIS GRAXI E

- DTIC TAB
Unannounced O
Justification ]

i By

i Distxtiba‘.tigr}/__

-

i 7 atii
mo ! Av 11}'11“W11Y Codqa
1 dvoail oand/or
- :Dist Special

99|k

This report has been cleared for release to the Defense Technicsl Information Center (DTIC). it has been given no
other primary distribution and will be aveilsbie to requestors only through DTIC or other reference services such
o8 the Nationsl Technical Information Service (NTIS). The views, opinions, and/or findings contained in this
report ere those of the suthor(s) and should not be construed as sn official Department of the Army pesition,

policy, or decision, unless 10 designsted by other officisl documentstion.

N
-
(e

"
.

. P
..-‘.'.

)
Dt




Unclassified
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Date Entered)

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE BEFORE COMPLETING FORM

1. REPORT NUMBER 2. GOVT ACCESSION NO.] ? RECIPIENT’S CATALOG NUMBER
ARI Research Note 85-16
4. TITLE (and Subtitle) ! 5. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED

Tactical Engagement Simulation Training: June 1983 - March 1984
One Station Unit Training

6. PERFORMING ORG. REPORT NUMBER

7. AUTHOR(e) 8. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER(e)

Thomas J. Thompson

9. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDRESS 10. PROGRAM ELEMENT, PROJECT, TASK
U.S. Army Research Institute - Ft. Benning Field Uﬁit‘REA°'°RKUMT"U"°ERS

P.0. Box 2086
Fort Benning, GA 31905-0686 2Q263743A794

11. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS 12. REPORT DATE

U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral February 1985
and Social Sciences 13. NUMBER OF PAGES

5001 Eisent A Alexandria, VA 22333-5600 14
4. MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADDRESS(/f ditterent from Controlling Oltice) 15. SECURITY CLASS. (of this report)

UNCLASSIFIED

1Sa. DECL ASSIFICATION DOWNGRADING
SCHEDULE

16. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of this Report)

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abatract entered in Block 20, I different {rom Report)

18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
-~

\éy\‘r.‘tdh,,fc E(Hfjm*m‘ {osex \~,v‘*'f"%%'\\~(~‘~'f S
\

w

19. KEY WORDS (Continue on reverse side if necessary and identify by block number)

~} MILES Training, >Tracking Training, -~ Improved TOW Vehicle
POV Traiming OSUT Training Training ,
TOW Simulation Performance Feedback, T

Periormance Confidence,

20. A“T!lACT (Coatinue en reveree side |t neceesary sod identify by block number)

(”pru\eugagement training equipment was used to provide a period of simulated
carget engagement training to one station unit training (OSUT), soldiers after
the standard TOW training program. While hit performance was not a primary
objective of the period, exposure to actual target vehicles under field
engagement conditions was. The attitudes of the soldiers and cadre were
recorded and summarized for use by the OSUT command elements. This note

describes and reports the preliminary observations and soldier comments. Y N N
FORM
D, AN 73 EDITION OF ) NOV 65 1S OBSOLETE Unclassified

SECURTY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PASE (When Date Entered)




A A R R A T N T TN I o

TACTICAL ENGAGCEMENT SIMULATION TRAINING CONE STATION
UNIT TRAINING (OSUT)

CUNTENTS

- Page
INTRODUCTION. .uoevunensevaosoessssrecsosannnsssssanssansosnssasnssnsees 1

OBSERVATIONS. . ccoeoossrrnsencrcccsnrensneansnsanns P 2
DATA COLLECTION...ccocecencsonencaesosasaosnsasssananssae cheneresessess 2
DISCUSSION..ceeencesrvoccsasasnoasansocsssncscsssossasssssosnssasoscse I

RECOMMENDATIONS & CONCLUSIONS...evcutiesrsosconsresnsouasscrasannonsaass O

APPENDIX. i v evveeesooencosennootoanencrossssansssossssscasonassesscscsee 8

RN

.
.

.
8

4
)
-

TR N |
AP

N
P A

.

O
l.l °,
‘l .I

X7

SR TR A AN
-
1 )
—aa e
.ié?ﬂfl5
> 9 _a_s
vease

, N %
"aats
o

r

O S e D D S e PO O
e e I e e e e e e L s I N T

-
alat et et e Cate Vet a e T a LI B R S . LTS TS N Y




O AT S T LA TA A TR L T YT

%

Fat

SN SANTERED

%

< HE

MY

a
o
.

At Sl

-
e

) *.'\'\‘\')'.'.'.' A T L T O N S L L N T
-

LN )

A TS L8 S S Tt S

TACTICAL ZMNGAGEMLNT SIMULATIOR TRAINING
ONE STATION UNIT TRAINING (OSUT)

iNTRODUCTION

In late May 1383, the US Armv Researcl. Institute Fort Benning Field Unit
(ARI-Benning) was asked through the Directorate of Training Development(DOTID),
US Army Infantry School (USAIS), to observe and review a period of tactical
engagement slmulation training for the TOW gurnery course. The Infantry
Training Group (ITG) had earlier adapted the use of the Multiple Integrated
Laser Engagement System (MILES) to the TOW gunnery training in One Station Unit
Training (OSUT) in order te expo-e the soldiers to simulated targets which were
evasive. The individual soldier”s assigned task as a gunner using MILE3 was to
engage an M113 vehicle equiped with MILES receptors while firing from a tactical
position sicilar to one which would typically be used in field and combat
settings. The concept and intent of tactical engagement sirulation training was
to inexpensively add 3 more realistic target engagement dimension to training
using available time at the completion of the prescribed program of instruction.

PURPOSE

The purpose for the observation and evaluation request from the Commander
1TG, to the DOTD, USAIS, was to provide an additional dimension to some internal
evaluation activities which were taking place with regard to the training.

BEACKCROUND

The MILES target engagement sfmulation training was established initially
at the request of the then Commander of the US Army Infantry Center. The
concept of the Instruction was to precvide fast tracking experience as part of
TOW training. Comments resulting from obgervations by the USAIC Commanding
General suggested that faster target vehicles might be needed. In a series of
field trials using the Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle, high speed tracking
tests were conducted by ITG. The tests showed that Lee Field terrain, where
curreant OSUT TOW training takes place, restricted the attainable top speed of
the Bradley to 30 MPH. The Bradley suffered from mechanical problems during the
testing which developed from the strain of sustained rapid directional changes
that the unique training environment demanded. It was determined that the road
surface could not sustaln long use under the conditions created during testing,
and which would be typical to training, without major engineering improvements.
Such improvements would prove costly, as would the continued use of the Bradley
Fighting Vehicle. At issue was the conflict between the intent of the block of
instruction and the expense of developing and using a much more complete
tactical training scenario as a part of the TOW gunner training program. At
some point such a program improvement may be considered not only ideal, but
necessary. However, the resources are not available to undertake such a step in
progranm development at present. The concern of the ITG Commander and TOW
gunnery training staff has been the relative value of the present block of
instruction and whether it respresents a true contribution to the students”
training. The observation; conducted by ARI-Benning have been Intended to
addregs thes: commund concerns.
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OBSERVATIONS o

MILES equipment in its present conf. iLration is Intended to support unit
level tactical exercises by audding the opportunity for target kiils during two
slded engagements. The current equipment does not provide true marksmanship
level accuracy for realistic gunnery task portrayals during such engagements.
The probability of hitting a target under tactical conditions with MILES is
below that which may be attained during standsrd gunnery training exercises. It
should be understood that in the future the capability to usc MILLS as at
accurate marksmanship training system may very well be added to the requirements
for any additional procurenment.
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l Observations of the tactical engagencnt simulation instruction ccnducted at
- Lee Field revealed that the MILES equipument did not register many hits on target
as was to be expected. The studeants had been told that the eguipaent used for
the blcock of tralning had not been design-d to support the training of initial
gunnery skills and that its true application was related to unit field

N exercises. The purpose given for the use of MILES supported tactical

‘ engagemwents was to provide exposure to tactical targets moving freely about the
- battlefield and to add some sense of rcalism to the TOW training. The students
were told that the results of the engagements would not be representative of
their ability to actually hit an enemy target but that they would be abtle to see
how a real target would react in combat. They were assured that thelr
qualification scores would nct be harmed by the results of “he tactical trafning

' block but they should try to do their best. This approach was used by the

- instructors while the observations were made and has beer considered to be

> representative of what the instructors have been telling each TOW and Improved
NS TOW Vehicle (ITV) class participating in the training.

DATA COLLECTION

Questlonnaire

A 22 item questionnaire was developed from informat.nn and observations
obtained ar Lee Field and through discussisn with TOW instructors aad DUTD,
USAIS, personncl(see Appendix). The Iintent of the questicnnaire was to identify
the perceptions of the students with regard to the block of fnstruction and to
determine whether they thought that the tactical training had arny meaning. The
: questionnaire had forced choice and open ended items which addressed ITG
y, concerns and allowed the students to sugge:t changes which aight improve not
only rte tactical simulation training but the entire TnW gunnery course.

L Ry I

Sample

q A total of 58 students renrcsenting two different TOW training classes were
admini{stercd the questionnaire and interviewced tor comments ahouvt the perceived

o value of the tactical simalatfon training. The students appearey to be

H' represertiative of those nsually assigned for training aund thelr qualification
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scores indicated that they were relatively typical of those beln; trailned. None
of the students sampled represented ITV training, only ground mounted TOW
training. Five instructors completed the questionnaire as well.

Results

The questionnaire in the appendix presents the mesn responses of the
students and the instructors ior each item. Not all respondents comrleted every
item, particularly in the section of the questionnaire which asked for answers
to be filled in. Negative respcnses are noted by the items in the appendix. The
responses from the instructors, since there were only five, may not reflect a
clear picture of thelr perceptions and at times will reflect a different
attitude toward the tactical engagement simulation training. Means are
presented for respones from all [ive instructors, as well as from four. One
instructor responded quite negatively to everything and with such a small sample
his responses added a great deal of weight to the outcome. Discussion with the
instructors led to the decision to present both instructor means in order to
show a more balanced presentation of attitudes.

The student gunners reported feeling confident (Mean=3.91) about tracking
skills lecrncd before they ccmpleted qualification {iring and even more so
clterward (4.50). 1In comparing confidence attained while using the target board
during traianing and later the tactical vehicle, it in fact increased (4.07 to
4.35). The students agreed that as training got harder, their performances got
better (4.10) and that the tactical simulation training enhanced their
confidence as gunr-ors even a bit more than did prequalification tracking (4.54
over 4.40). They agreed that the engagement simulation gave an idea s5f how well
they could periorz on the battlefield (4.28) and that they were leaving training
with a stroang sense of accomplishment (4.66). They agreed that the MILES
equipnent used in training was good and that they could operate it without much
trouble (4%.02 and 4.11). They also felt that the instructors had prepared them
for the tactical engagement simulation period (4.22) and that it added to
trainiag (4.26).

Instructor responses to these statements related to confidence gained
througt training paralleled those of the gunnery students for the most part,
however, the responses usually appeared slightly less forceful (See Appendix).
Differerces in attitudes toward training appeared in the second part of the
questionnaire which asked the individual respondent to identify changes which
they felt would improve training. The majority of the students completing
training wouid have added to the tactical training period rather than training
in other ways (70.69%), while the instructors instead would have usec the time
otherwise (60.002) or would have left training as it existed (40.00%). 1In a
similar question which offered the option to skip the tactical training, extend
it, or leave the training as is, the students clearly would have wanted to
extend training (81.047%) while the instructors split in favor of skipping it
(40.00%) or leaving it as is (40.07%7). Both sampled groups agreed that the
training did not need to be made either easier or harder (Students 75.862X,
Instructors K0.00%).

The last part of the questionnaire offered the opportunity for the
respondents to express themselves openly to a varfety of issues regarding the
training. The majority of the student gunners who answered the question
responded pusitively toward the tactical engagrient simulation trafair;
(79.31%). sSome wanted more practical trairing like 1t and only two said that
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the use of MILES equipment was not useful., The instructors saw the uce of MILES
equipment as secondary to exposure to a tactical vehicle which behaved 1in a
manr.er that could be expected in coubat.

The students were eplit in recalling what the instructor(s) ssid sbout the
tactical training with many recalling the instuctor saying simply that the
period would build confidence, provide an opportunity to become btetcer gunners,
allow the experience of coxbat eungagement, cr it simply would be a good exercisc
(44.832). The majority etther did not recall anything being said or that very
little information was given (55.17%).

In addressing possible additions and deletions regardirg the program of
instruction for TOW training the majority of student comments wcre poslitive with
very few recomnendations for deletion. A few students identified training sith
MOP gear, equipment unloading (frow transport), noise simulators, and soune
.nstructors as bec ing more bother than bemefit. They would zadd to all phe-:3 of
trajoning, particularly iu those aspects of training which would enhance tactical
engagement simulation (32 responses). This is in contrast to the four of _ive
instructors who responded that they would drop tactical engagezent trainirg.
These instructors stated that the use of the MILES equipment, and the relrted
ta~tical training was fine, but should be conducted at the unit level. The tiunc
ava‘lable for training in OSUT should be used to prepare the students for
qualificaticn. In other words, if more time is indeed available, it should be
used to enhance prequalification performances.

Question 27 asked for determination of success in tracking by range during
the exercises. The limited response indicated that the students did not know
much about the range to thc targets. It also indicated that the question mizh:
well have been difficult to interpret. An instructor responded that lLee Rar_e
was the only one used for training. The intent of tha question appears to have
been lost.

The majority of the students (86.212) and the instructors (60.007%) would
have liked a2 greater variety of target types presented under additional
conditions. Longer range targets, faster targets, and multiple targets which
required priority engagement decisions were desired. It was undcrstood that
these additiors would have required a greater amount of trainipng time to LYe used
in TOW training. A total of 87.93 percent of the students respouded that they
will be better TOW gunners because of the tactigal training received at the end
of the TOW course. This block of instruction built confidence, provided
realistic training, and a greater understanding of the role of the anitarmor
gunner was achieved. A small .inority were disturbed by no® having conmplete
confidence in their ability to use the MILES equipment (3.45%). They were not
comfortable about installing and using the equipment without mor- training and
assistance.

A total of 82.76 percent of the students who responded expressed comfort
with regard to tracking using the night sight for the TOW. They would, for the
most part, like more actual night tral.ing but they would like the schedule
changed to permit a shorter training day when it would include nirt- training.
Of the three instructors who responded, two would have liked to sce more night
training as well,

All five fustructors felt t .at the tactical engagement simulation woul?! be
wrre difficult to conduct at night while 70.69 percent of the students felt that
it would not. The instructors have to consider safety and control pro“lems as




~sell as training while the students need only be concerned with the content of
rhe training ftself. The divergence of concern on this lsste was clear in the
vesponies from these sampled. The students thought that {t would be as easy to
sonduct tactical engagement exercises at night as it would be during daylight

tiours. They also indicated that the practice would be a positive addition to
iy TOW trainingy program.

DISCUSSION

.

iusere 1s divergence between the students and the f{nstructors regarding the
value of the tactical engagement simulation period of instruction. The
wtudents, in part, see this period as a change from the routine training and
regponded positively to its unique characteristics. They also reported through
cuestionnalre and interview responses that they felt confident that the tactical
training contriputed to their being better TOW gunners by providing them with
exposure to tarset engagement opportunities which they will have in future field
exercises with chelr assigned units, and in combat if necessary. They
cmphasized in their comments the importance of confidence built during the
tacticsl engagement training and supported this by recommending that this type
of instruction be evpanded by either replacing some of the other TOW subjects or
by adding time to the length of the TOW training program for OSUT.

The apparent lack of enthusiasm for the tactical engagement training on the
vart of the instructors can be clearly attributed to thelr concerns regarding
T4 qualification requirements. They see training time available which could be
vsed prior to qualification testing. By using the time to train basie tracking
si11ls it is felt that the student gunners could obtain higher scores during the
examination phase. In some cases this means that a student would qualify where
he presently does not and that other gunners would obtain higher qualification
scores. Since qualification and the scores associated with it are considered
important indiczators to commanders, not only to report the demonstrated ability
of the student gunner, but to measure the effectiveness of the training they
hav: recelved and therefore the effectiveness of the instructors, those
resonsible are concerned that training must appear successful, This is not a
negative comoent, but simply a statement of fact regarding the concerns of those
charged ~ith training. The appearance of quality training is often observed to
be as {mportant as good quality which might be difficult to measure. In short,
the instructors are sensitive to the indicated measures of performance which are
uced to quantifr successful training. ~

The ccaments from the instructors reflected a gencral dislike for the use
of MILES equipment and tactical engagement training in the 05UT environment.
They did say that the usc of MILES, from their experience, was a very worthwhile
way to train at the unit level (battalion and below). The underlying concern
that they had, as expressad above, was for time lost which could be used to

fuprove qualifica ton scores and to qualify some students who failed to meet the
standarids.

Obuzervations of the students engaged in target acquisition and tracking
incicated that their responses to questionnaire items were relatively accurate
portrayals of rheir experiences. They were enthusiastic about the tactical
period of {in cruction but recognized the shortcomings of the MILES equipment
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|

being used.
equipment as ther felt they had achieved,
of thew sin
traluing.

They clearly did not score as many recorded hits using the MILES

This was not a real problem with any
¢ they had all qualifled before being sent to this additional

P

it remalas uncertain as to whether those students who did not qualify
during TOW iraining would do so by using the additional amount of training time
witieh is currently avallable and is devoted to tactical engagement simulation
training. Surely not all would qualify. The value of the tactical trainiog is
racognized by those students who have had the opportunity to participate in 1t.
They enjoyed the change of pace and the opportunity to experience engaging a
tactical venhicle, even a friendly personnel carrier, under simulated combat
conditions. Hxposure to thils type of tvalning has given these student gunners
syme Insight Into the combat tasks before them that they would not have at least
until zhey reached a unin. It.is possible that they would not receive the same

quality of :raining experience, certalnly not with the same consistency, In many
unies,

RTLCOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Considaration should be given to recoving some of the fear on the part of
the instructors that failure by poor students means poor instruction. This must
be a matter of individual consideration. If this point can be made, there would
he less resistance to the tactical engageument simulation training on the part of

the instrucoors.

fibservations, questionnaires, and interviews suggest that the students sesa
some very cositive gains by their having had the opportunity to train against
tzctical t.rgets. The pericd of instruction is relatively inexpensive to
conduct an . :hou'd remain a part of the overall program of instruction for QSUT

Tow trainice.

An exawination ¢! records from past TOW classes, which have been given
additional tradiluional tracking practice, might show whether the same amount of
time now spant ou tactical engagement simulation training would be better used
to reduce failures. However, rathor than sending unqualified students away on
the last day of tralning, which 15 now reserved for tactical training, it might
be possible to provide additinnal tracking training for qualification. Those
students who are qualifiied would move to tactical training while the few who are
not qualified wculd continuc a remedial tracking program. The opportunity to

acdopt this proposal would bec resource dependent like the tactical tracking
training itself.

In order to develop a more detailed analysis of the quality of the tactical
engagement simulation bLloek of instruction, and to answer some of the questions
and issues raised by this report and by the past Commanding General, USAIS&C, it
is reconmmended that the ITC request formal support through DOTD, USAIS, to
cutline an’ plan a training effectiveness analysis. - Such questions related to
the relati e cost effectiveness of using faster combat vehiclea, necessary
ter ain improvements, use of training time to i{ncrezase the number of recorded
que .ified gonners, and a better measure of the effec:tiveness of tactlical
enragement :ralning as seen by units receiving recently trained 0SUT graduates
could be adiressed. The results of the present limited investigation supgest
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that the tactical engagement simulation training is making a definite
coitribution to the quality of GSUT graduate who has been trained as a TOW
guaner and therefore to his receiving unlt”s coubat readiress. The soldier who
has been exposed to tactical simulation ir the inatitutional enviroumeat hds a
must Setter awarenc-s of what to expect the irst time he participates in field
extr~ .es with his valt, or {f necessary, when he ente.s couabatl.
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APPENDIX

TACTTYCAL ENACTMENT ST JTATION (T ..) QUESTICNNALRL RESULTS

The first 18 iteps used in the questioanaire for both studeats and
irstructors called for weighted res-onses using the following scale:

5 = Strongly Agree

L = Agree

3 = pon“t know or not sure
2 = Disgagree

1 = Disagree S:irongly

The mean respcase for <tudents (1)=58) and instructors (N=5) sampled using
the questionnaire ic , resented with each questicn (1 to 18).

Ragponses

Student Instiruct~r(Cne responied regztively to almost all items so two
iastructor Means are presented)

Mean Mean(5) Mean(4)

1. 3.91 3.23 3.75 1 felt ccnfident about tracking before qua*ification.
2. 4.50 4.00 4,75 1 felt confiden: about tracking after qualification.

3. 4.07 3.40 4,00 T felt confident when tracking using the
target board.

4, 4.35 3.60 4.25 I felt confident about tracking after today’s
tactical engagement simulation training.

5. 3.38 3.40 4.00 The bleacher talks during training helped me prepare
to track targets.

6. 4.10 3.60 4,25 As training got harder, 1 got better at tracking.

7. 4.40 4.20 5.00 The tracking before qualification built my confidence
as a gunner.

8. 4.54 4.00 4,75 Tracking tr:ining today helped me to be a
setter gunner.

v e wTe sy
R T

4.28 3.60 4,25 Tracking training today gave me an idea of what I can
successfully do in combat as a gunner.
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10. 4.87 4.00 4.75 After qualiff{-aticn, I think I can perform as a
good gunner,
11, .00 340 4.00 7 kno. after ted , s tactical engagement trainiug
that I can hit a.y target with a TOW.
2. b.54 3.60 4,25 I know after tod:y”s taciical engagcaent training
that I can hit most targets with a TOW.
13, 4.36 3.380 4.50 All the training during the course and qualification
prepared me for tcday”s engagemeznt exerclses.
14. 4.69 4.20 5.00 I will leave training with a feeling of
accomplishment.
15. 4.02 3.40 4.00 After today’s training I am confident that MILES
equipment is good.
16. 4.11 3.20 3.75 After today”s training I cen operate MILES equipment
without much trouble.
17. 2.26 3.6C 4,25 While it was hard, today”s tactical engagement
simulation added to trailiing.
LE. 4022 4.20 5.00 The instructor(s) prepared us well for tocday’s
tactical engagement simulation training.
Student Instructor Percentages
19. If I could I would:
70.059 C. a. Add more tracking like today”s TOW training.
6.90 60.00 b. Skip today”s tactical engagement training and
use the time in some other way.
22.41 4C.00 c¢. Leave today”s training just like 1t is.
3 20. If I could, I would:
S} 20.69 20.00 a. Make today”s tactical engagement training harder.
S
. 3.45 0 b. Make today“s tactical engagement training easier.
= 75.86  80.00 c. Leave today’s training just like it is.
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21, If 1 could, I would:

1.72 40.00 a. Skip today”s training.
gL.en 20.00 b. Extend, or ex.and, tcday’s training.
17.24 '0.00 c. Keep things the way they are.
Questions 22 through 32 call for the respondent to £111 in the blanks. Not all
respondents to the questionnaire coxupleted each item. The predominant and
frequent responses have been addressed in the body of the report, however,
summary percentages of positive and negative responses will be listed with the

itexs.

Student Instructor Percentages (Based on the entire samples)

22. What did today”s training mean to you as a TOW gunner?
79.31 40.00 Positive
15.52 o] Neutral

5.17 20.00 Negative

23. What 2id the instructor say it would mean?
44 83 20.00 Positive

55.17 c. Neutral/No information given

24.8 25. What would you drop/add from/to TOW training?

74.14 40.00 Positive-Students would add more tactical training,
instructors would add prequa}ification tralning.

15.52 80.00 Negative-Students would change schedule to shorten training
days, instructors would drop MILES tactical training.
26. In your own words, what do you think about today”s engagement simulation
training?
81.04 20.00 Positive
10.35 0. Neutral

8.62 20.00 Negative
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27. At what ranges during tracking today did you have the most success? ffﬁ
~ -y ]
’P -
sn.sers indicated that the inteatior of tlie question was not clear to the g:J
ma . .ty of respcrlents. !
Ry
28. Would you like to see more different kinds of target conditiouns (vehicles, jg;
speeds, wovements, firing conditions) than you did today? N

’ 86.21 60.00 Positive
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13.76 40.00 Negative

P AN
.

r l.
vy
[yl

i

R
A

]
.
.

29. Do you think you will be a better gunner because of today”s tactical
engagement glmulation training? Why?

boes

87.93 60.00 Positive
8.62 0. Neutral

3.45 40.00 Negative

30. Do you feel comfortable tracking with the night sight for the TOW? Why?
82.76 60.00 Positive
13.79 0. Neutral

3.45 40,00 Negative

31. Would you like more or less night training? why?
79.31 40.00 More

5.17 40.00 Same, or blank

51.52 20.00 Less

32. Do you think that today”s tactical engagement simulation training would be

5 too difficult at night? Why? o
- .b. '-":
F 15.52 100.00 More difficult-Need more room to maintain control and
P} safety. el
r.. . ﬂ:“
L. 13.79 0. About the same o
f., '.‘W'E.
E 70.69 0. No more difficult SN
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